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Over the past twenty years American cities have relied upon federal 
assistance to deal with an increasing number of urban problems. The 
federal government has attempted to assist cities by designing urban 
programs and providing money for their augmentation at the local level. 
Over time localitieshave gained the know=how to design and administer —.. 
local programs, and have sought a greater freedom in using federal assist- 
arice at the local level. In response to change and the requests of 
Mayors and Governors that more locally-raised revenues be returned to 
the cities, the federal government has begun moving towztd "responsible 
decentralization" and a greater reliance on local government leadership. 
This paper addresses the specific circumstances facing San Francisco in 
this new era of Federal programming. It describes existing local proce- 
dures and recent federal efforts and points to the areas of match and mis- 
match between the two. 


The federal administration has emphasized revenue sharing asa 
means of redistributing the money raised through federal taxes to individual 
states and communities and as a means of decentralizing the responsibility 
for determining the spending priorities for that money at the local level, 
Municipal governments have been encouraged to simplify their manage- 
ment procedures and streamline administration accordingly. Additional 
federal categorical assistance for improving planning, programming and 
evaluation capabilities have been made available as an inducement. 
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The San Francisco Annual Development Program Project was designed 
to formulate an appropriate response to federal initiatives based on an 
assessment of the City's particular circumstances. Procedures and tech- 
niques used elsewhere cannot simply be applied locally. San Francisco 
operates on the basis of its Charter and other laws. There are also poli- 
tical and administrative procedures, as well as certain traditions, that 
shape the day-to-day operations of the City, These regulations, forms 
and traditions are the essential elements of the City’s management 
system, 


This report presents a description of San Francisco government and 
analyzes the City's existing major management mechanisms: The Compre- 
hensive Plan, the Capital Improvement Program, andthe City Budget. The 


report further describes a variety of recent federal management programs, 
not all of which are currently operational in San Francisco. In the final 
section the management objectives of the federal government and those 
of the city are compared and contrasted. 
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Mayor/CAO/Commission Form of Government 


The organization of San Francisco's government is unique. Execu- 
tive responsibility is diffused among a mayor, a chief administrative 


officer, and-a-targe-number of city commissions. begislative-responsi — 
bility lies with a board of supervisors, which in certain limited instances 
also retains a degree of executive responsibility. The Mayor has primary 
responsibility for enforcing all laws, review and submission of the annual 
executive budget, and supervising the administration of all departments 
under boards and commissions that he appoints. The Mayor appoints 

the membership of more than 20 commissions. The Charter (Sec, 3.101) 
stipulates "Except for the purpose of inquiry, the Mayor shall deal with 
the administrative [function] for which the CAO ...elective officials or 
boards or commissions are responsible, solely through the elected offi- 
cials, the board or commission or the chief executive officer of 

such board or commission concerned." In other words, the Mayor is 
barred by Charter from interference in the administrative affairs of 

City departments, At the same time the Charter empowers the Mayor 

to coordinate and enforce cooperation among all departments. 


The Chief Administrative Officer is appointed by the Mayor and 
confirmed by the Board of Supervisors and may serve until retirement. 
He is responsible for the supervision and control of seven departments, 
including Department of Public Health and Department of Public Works. 
The CAO also appoints the heads of these departments. Within the area 
of his jurisdiction the CAO has direct administrative control unlike the 
control exercised by the Mayor through commissions. 


San Francisco government includes a large number of commissions 
and boards (including a City Planning Commission, Fire Commission, 
Police Commission and Recreation and Parks Commission), Many have 
actual administrative responsibility for City departments; the degree of 
control that a board or commission exercises over a department depends 
upon Charter provisions, tradition, and the individual members, With 
rare exception boards and commissions are appointed by the Mayor, and 
serve as the Mayor's main link with the actual administration of these 
departments. 
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In addition to regular City boards and commissions there are a 
Unified School District and Community College District. Each of these 
special districts has its own elected board, administrative staff, facil- 
ities, and taxing power separate from those of the City yet related to 
the City by certain provisions of the Charter and state law. 


Local Budget Practices 


A second unique feature of San Francisco local government is the 
way in which the City budgets its resources. The City's present budget 
procedures were originally enacted as Charter revisions in the early 
1930's in an effort to eliminate the possibility of corruption and misuse 
of public funds. At that time, the City budget was_viewed as an accounting 
method, not as a management tool, While the Charter budget provisions 
reflect Wenaile accepted accounting J principles of the 1930's, they are 
not valid management techniques required by complex sovernmenal 
functions. 


As relates to management practices, two critical aspects of the 
City budget, as defined by Charter, are the initiation of budget requests 
by departments and.a line-item format. These two clements have had a 
significant effect on budget practices in the past and limit the kinds of 
changes that can be made to update budget techniques. All budget 
requests initiate with City departments and agencies. The Mayor does 
not write the budget, rather he assembles it and pares it down from the 
original requests. By Charter the Mayor may not add items. The City 
budget is also required to be submitted in a line-item format. To date 
this has meant that any budget information in program form has to he 
done in addition to the regular line-items. These elements have kept 
the City budget from becoming a programming device, as the Mayor 
cannot develop a budget based on a program of City priorities and 
policies if the specific items are not originally requested by depart- 
ments and because the line-item format make programmatic budget 
statements an extra burden on departments. 


The key agent in the budget process is the Controller who, like 
the CAO) is appointed by the Mayor with Supervisorial confirmation and 


serves-an indefinite term. The Controller is the chief fiscal officer of 
the City and has authority over the finances of the Cit ~cotaty.. 
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auditor, over the finances of the Unified School and Community College 
Districts. He audits all departments’ accounts and he makes recommen- 
dations on all financial legislation. 


The Controller has responsibility for the fiscal affairs of the City; 
policy responsibilities lie with the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors. 
The Controller does indirectly affect policy to the extent that he deter- 
mines the level of anticipated revenues for the coming year which affects 
the size of the next year's budget. The Controller also has the ability 
to withhold the commitment of funds if, in his determination, the pay- 
ment of such obligations would imperil the fiscal integrity of the City. 
The Assessor, the Tax Collector, and the Treasurer play a role in the 
on-going collection, distribution, and investment of revenues. These 
roles have only a limited effect upon the actual fiscal policy of the 
City. 


In addition to these major governmental agencies, there are also 
outside factors. Four factors affect the City's final budget, and toa 
lesser degree, the way in which the budget is determined: tax revenues, 
federal assistance, state and federal regulations, and citizen action. 
Each in its way affects the total revenues and necessary expenditures 
of the City. The impact of anticipated tax revenues is obvious, as is 
the overall amount of assistance received from the federal and state 
governments. Less obvious are regulations and requirements of state 
and federal agencies which can require unanticipated exnenditures 
such as upgrading the City's sewage treatment facilities, Citizen 
groups also make direct and indirect demands upon the City's budget. 
Organized citizen groups seek attention to their concerns and projects. 
Testimony at public hearings, personal contact with elected officials, 
and sometimes court suits are techniques used in this process. 


Charter Revision 


With the exception of some minor changes over time, no effort 
to change substantial portions of the local Charter has succeeded since 
its adoption in the 1930's. In mid-1968 the Mayor and the Board of 
Supervisors appointed a Citizens Charter Revision Committee to study 
the Charter-and recommend” changes necessary for more effective City 2) 
ee eG 
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government. The first phase of the work covered the structure and 
organization of the government, including the Office of the Mayor, the 
Board of Supervisors, the Chief Administrative Officer, the Controller, 
and many boards and commissions. 


The Committee's recommendations dealt with clarifying organization 
and procedures, the policy role of the Board of Supervisors, the organiza- 
tion of the executive branch, and the City's budget procedures. These 
recommendations were printed and received a wide circulation. 


The recommendations were then translated into a proposed Charter _ 
revision which was presented to the voters in-November, 1969, The 
proposal lost by an overwhelming margin. Charter revision is consequently 
viewed by many as an unpopular political issue. 
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MAJOR MANAGEMENT MECHANISMS 


There are three major management documents of the City: the 
Comprehensive Plan, the Capital Improvement Program and the City's 
Budget. The following section details these mechanisms in terms of 
their management functions. 


Comprehensive Plan 


The Charter requires that the City Planning Commission adopt and 
maintain a"comprehensive, long-term, general plan for the improvement 
and future development" of the City. The Charter further calls for the 
implementation of that plan through recommendations to public officials, 
through the publication and circulation of written materials, and through 
making reports and recommendations to other City agencies. State law 
requires that the City adopt and maintain a variety of Comprehensive 
Plan elements, such as those for land use, housing and open space, 
Since 1970 the number of required elements has increased from three 
to nine’. The last eight elements also included a time limit for 
adoption of the plan element by local governments. 


The Comprehensive Plan is prepared by the Department of City 
Planning and is adopted by the City Planning Commission. During 
the past five years a major effort has been made to revise the document, 
and to date four major elements have been prepared. In this process a 
preliminary document of objectives and policies for a given policy area, 
such as transportation or recreation and open space, is prepared and 
given substantial public circulation. This report is prepared in con- 
junction with the relevant City agencies and citizen interest groups, 
The City Planning Commission then holds hearings, prior to taking 
action on the document. At these hearings the public can comment on 
all elements of the proposal, Based on these hearings, the document 


*Mandatory Master Plan elements: 
Land Use (1965); Circulation (1965); Housing (1967); 
Conservation (1970); Open Space (1970); Seismic Safety (197]); 
Noise (1971); Scenic Highway (1971); and Safety (1971). 
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is revised, and the City Planning Commission then adopts the docu- 

ment as its official policy. It has been suggested by some that the 
Master Plan elements be adopted by the Board of Supervisors. While 

this is not prohibited, it is not provided for either by Charter or ordinance, 
and no such action has been taken to date. 


The Comprehensive Plan serves two major purposes. Its first purpose 
is the generation of better standards and controls for the continuing devel- 
opment of the City. In San Francisco the Comprehensive Plan is adopted 
as the official policy of the City Planning Commission. In certain in- 
stances, portions of the Plan have been incorporated into City ordinances. 
These standards and controls affect almost all physical development with- 
in the City. The second purpose of the Comprehensive Plan is to set 
forth a long-range development policy for the City, The long-range 
plans for both geographic areas of the City and program areas are con- 
tinually being developed by the Department of City Planning for submission 
to the Commission. The Comprehensive Plan serves as a basis for the 
review of capital improvements, for referrals of various kinds, and for 
resolution of a variety of land-use issues. In recent years the City 
Planning Commission has held several public hearings prior to the 
adoption of each Comprehensive Plan element. These hearings provide 
a public forum for the discussion of significant issues and have helped 
to create a continuing dialogue between the City and community groups 
on the priorities for physical development in San Francisco, 


Alone, the Comprehensive Plan cannot serve as a coniprehensive 
management document. In recent years, however, it has become a more 
useful document for programming physical developments, particularly 
in the areas of housing, transportation, urban design, and recreation 
and open space. In addition tothe long-range comprehensive plan ele- 
ments, the Department of City Planning has also prepared shorter-term 
Improvement Plans along with Plan elements, These improvement plans 
spell out specific actions recommended to carry out the objectives of 
Plan elements, taking them a step closer to implementation. At the present 
time, however, the improvement plans are not tied directly to the process 
of preparing budget requests by City departments and agencies, except 
through the capital improvement process, described below. The Com- 
prehensive Plan does not mandate budget priorities based on its policies 
and objectives, hcwever, it does serve as a m' ans for reviewing certain 
requests initiated by other departments. While the City Planning Commis- 
sion can initiate capital improvements, based on the Comprehensive Plan, 
the process of doing so is complicated enough that it seldom happens, 

All requests, effectively, must be initiated by a City department inits 
budget requests for the coming year. 
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Capital Improvement Program 


The Capital Improvement Program is a system for programming 
all work on capital facilities for the City. It systematically relates 
public works projects to the City's Comprehensive Plan and attempts 
to balance the need for facilities and the City's abilities to pay for 
them over a six-year period. The capital improvement program in San 
Francisco does not deal with the on-going operating expenses, but it 
does cover recurring maintenance costs, including a reconstruction 
and replacement category and a maintenance and repair category. 


Diagram A illustrates the capital improvement program process. 


The Capital Improvement Program is established by the City 
Charter, which prescribes the actions and deadlines that are to be 
followed by all City agencies. The capital improvement process has 
four major steps. The first is the preparation of requests for new 
capital improvements or reconstruction and replacement items by the 
operating departments of the City. These requests are forwarded to 
the City Planning Department where they are compiled in a single 
document. The requests are then reviewed by the City Planning Com- 
mission to see that there are no overlaps, that there is a proper sequence 
to actions, and that projects conform to the City's Comprehensive 
Plan. The Commission may make recommendations concerning the 
coordination of one project with another. In its review, che City 
Planning Commission may place a "Hold" de signation on projects 
that it considers not to be in conformance with the Comprehensive 
Plan or ill-conceived. All other projects subject to Comprehensive 
Plan review are given a general priority rating. The Commis sion's 
report is prepared by January 20 of each year and forwarded to the 
Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, the CAO, the Controller, and rele- 
vant City boards and commissions. 


The third stage in the capital improvement process is the review of 
all requests by the Capital Improvements Advisory Committee. This 
bedy is established in the Administrative Code of the City and was 
created to determine priority programs and coordinating financing 
plans for effectuating the six-year capital improvement programs. 

The Committee is made up of the Controller, the Director of Publi 
Works, the Director of Planning, the General Manager of Public Uti- 
lities, the General Manager of the Recreation and Park Department, 
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the Mayor's Deputy for Development, and the Chief Administrative 
Officer, who acts as chairman, 


The CIAC reviews all capital improvements and bond propositions 
and advises the Mayor and the Board on their feasibility, cost and pri- 
ority in relation to the long-range capital improvement program and its 
financial base. The CIAC submits a first report to the Mayor and the 
Board on or before March 15th of each year and a second one on June 
15th of each year, 


The March report proposes priorities for maintenance and repair, 
reconstruction and replacement, and capital improvements proposed 
for inclusion in the budget for the coming fiscal year. This is essen- 
tially a second screening based on the City Planning Commission's 
original assessment of capital improvement requests. The result isa 
specific priority for each project (first, second, third, etos)auThe 
CIAC report is prepared to permit cumulative costs of the projects which 
permits the Mayor, if he chooses to do so, to simply go down the 
list of projects as far as available money permits and draw a line. 
Everything above the line would get funded, everything below would 
not. 


The Mayor's Office makes the final determination on which capital 
improvements are to be included in the Mayor's budget. Despite the 
substantial amount of work by the CIAC in developing a nrogram based 
on anticipated resources, the Mayor's Office has not accepted the 
entire CIAC program. The highest priorities have generally been in- 
cluded, but among the middle-range projects the Mayor's Office has 
tended to pick and choose from the entize list of requests. 


Once capital improvement items have been chosen, they are 
placed within the budgets of the appropriate operation departments, 
and except for reference to the CIAC report, they cease to be consid- 
ered as a specific program. The capital improvements undergo a final 
scrutiny by the Board of Supervisors in their review of the Mayor's 
budget. In recent years both the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors 
have severely cut back on expenditures for capital improvements. 

Both the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors may add capital 
improvements during the budget process, unlike other budget items. 
However, in each instance the project must be referred to the Depart- 
ment of City Planning and brought before the City Planning Commission 
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SAN FRANCISCO BUDGET PROCESS 
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for a determination as to its conformity with the Comprehensive Plan, 
This procedure is cumbersome and generally mitigates against such 
action by the Mayor or Board. 


After passage of the appropriation ordinance by the Board, the 
CIAC begins preparation of the June 15th report which includes the 
remaining five years of the six-year capital improvement program, 
This report includes recommended projects that were not funded and - 
new projects proposed over the next five years. A five year bond 
schedule is also included in the report. 


City Budget 


The City's annual appropriation ordinance should be the one 
comprehensive document that spells out the City's priorities and 
both indicates new directions and confirms the continuation of certain 
existing programs. The San Francisco budget is one of the most in- 
clusive of all local budgets; with both city and county functions such— 
as the Municipal Railway, “Hetch Hetchy, Port; -and Airport and the 
Unified School District. The only major functions not included in the 
budgét are Certain fédéralty=funded activities such as the redevelop- 
ment and housing authorities, Few other metropolitan cities include 
so many diverse activities in their budgéts; “San Francisco budgets 
more money per capita than almost any other local jurisdiction. Be-— 
cause the San Francisco budget is so inclusive, it could Lecome~a most 
effective management mechanism through the use of a program budget, 
i.e., budgeting by objective. 


The one major deterrent to exploiting the management potential 
of the San Francisco budget is the Charter requirements governing 
the form of the budget and the procedures-for_preparing it. As dis- 
cussed above, the Charter defines” a line item budget»and requires 
that the Controller assure the fiscal ir: tegrity ‘of the “City in certain 
ways that make line item budgeting essential. Procedures for prepar-— 
ing the budget differ somewhat among City departments, depending 
upon whether they are responsible to elected officials, the CAO, 
or a commission. Diacram B illustrates the basic steps, and they 
are detailed below. Diagram C provides a calendar of deadlines 
for the budget process. 
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BUDGET DEADLINES 


Ypegiteg AUGUST 
Es Start of Fiscal Year, Estimates of City revenues 
© are made by the Controller 
= and balanced against anti- 
aa) cipated expenditures to 
e determine the tax rate for 
0 the coming year. 
The Board of Supervisors adopts 
4 a a six-year Capital Improvement 
E41 oa. Program and financing plan for 
=z 2 its effectuation by July 15. Pro- 
Os gram includes projects for cur- 
rent fiscal year. 
= SEPTEMBER OCTOBER 
Fu] 
a The tax rate is set on or before Annual Appropriation Ordi- 
= September 15, nance Report is issued. 
Z 
O 


All proposed capital improve- 
ment projects for the next six 
years are to be received by 
the Department of City Plan- 
ning by October 1. 
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CITY BUDGET 


CAPITAL 
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CITY BUDGET 


CAPITAL 
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NOVEMBER 


Departments responsible to the 
CAO submit budget requests to 
him. 


Other departments and agencies 
prepare budgets for submission 
to their commissions or boards. 


Department of City Planning 
staff reviews capital projects 
and prepares recommendations 
to the City Planning Commission 
regarding conformity of projects 
to Master Plan. 


Department of Public Works pre- 


pares cost estimates, as required, 


for capital improvement projects, 


DECEMBER 


CAO completes review of 

those budgets submitted to 

him and prepares a compre- 
hensive budget. Commissions 
and boards review departmental 
budgets and officially approve 
them. 


City Planning Commission 
hears comments from the pub- 
lic and City officials on cap- 
ital projects from all agencies 
and departments. 


JANUARY 


All City departments and agencies 


submit budgets to the Controller 
On or before January 21, 


The City Planning Commission 
adopts the Capital Improvement 
Program and submits it to the 
Board of Supervisors, Mayor, 
Controller, various Commissions 
and Boards, and the CIAC, The 
Program notes the conformity of 
individual projects to the Master 
Plan. 


FEBRUARY 


The Controller consolidates, 
checks, and reviews proposed 
budgets. 


The CIAC meets on a weekly 
basis to establish program 
priorities for maintenance - 
and repair, reconstruction , 
and replacement, and new 
capital improvements. 
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MARCH 


Mayor receives budgets from 
the Controller on March 1, 


Administrative Assistant begins 
review of budgets for the Mayor. 
Work begins on preparation of 
Mayor's budget. 


Mayor holds a public hearing on 
the budget. 


The CIAC submits its budget 
year Capital Improvement Pro- 
gram to the Mayor and the Board 
of Supervisors on March 15. 


MAY 


The Finance Committee completes 


its review and proposes its re- 
vised budget to full Board. 


The Board of Supervisors adopts 
the Appropriations Ordinance. 


APRIL 


The Mayor's Budget is sub- 
mitted to the Board of Super- 
visors Finance Committee 

by April 15. 


All capital improvements for 
the coming year are reviewed 
as a part of departmental bud- 
get requests. 


After Mayor's Budget is pre- 
sented, the CIAC meets to 
consider a 5-year plan for 
capital improvements and 
financing to include those 
projects not included in cur- 
rent budget requests. 


JUNE 


If the Mayor has vetoed the 
Appropriations Ordinance in 
whole or in part, the Board 
may act no later than June 20 
to adopt another ordinance or 
to override the veto. 


The CIAC adopts a 5-year plan 
for capital improvements and 
financing by June 15 and submit 
it to the Board of Supervisors. 


The Board holds public hearings 
on the 5-year plan between June 
1S and July 15. 


mo galieet olidiea « eblod sayr 
siayoud si 


a ey) esinnios ALD 2° 
WEBS wire 

ta Wyse Od Gr mswy 
os i HO Stog viegic fo 


cunt 


ote Sex 


The City's budget has three major components: the Annual Appropria- 
tion Ordinance, the Annual Salary Ordinance, and the budget of the 
Unified School District. The latter two are less important to this 
report, and emphasis is therefore concentrated upon the first com- 
ponent, 


The annual budget process begins almost as soon as the previous 
budget is adopted by the Board of Supervisors. By mid-November 
individual commissions and the CAO review preliminary budget requests 
made by City departments under their respective jurisdictions. Com- 
missions vary in the attention paid to budgets, some primarily concerned 
that the overall request is not greatly in excess of the previous year's 
requests ,others more concerned with a department's work program and 
the objectives to be achieved in the coming year. The staff of the CAO 
goes through the budget requests of its seven departments to determine 
effectiveness and appropriateness. The CAO is also. din the unique 
position of being able to balance requests among the seven. depattments 
in preparing a finat-budget_request,—He.can-add;-délete, or otherwise 
modify the budget requests of the seven departments reporting>to him. 


As mentioned in the previous section, one of the key elements to 
the San Francisco budget is its reliance upon requests being initiated 
at the department level. This means that the CAO has complete dis- 
cretion over the budget submissions of the seven departments reporting 
to him, while the Mayor has very little discretion over the budgets of 
those departments under commissions appointed by the M ayor, “Since 
the Mayor and the Board may _not-add-budget items, except capital. 
improvements, once “budget requests are received from City departments; 
the essential content of the budget is fixed. It is at the departmental 
levél-that-actual-priorities for the budget are set. If the Mayor is tox 
have a significant effect on the content of the budget, his_priorities 
must be made known in advance of the departments' budget submissions.~ 
The same is true for-input-from-civic groups and community-organiza—_ 
tions, They must-make their interests known before budget estimates 
are prepared. This kind of involvement is often difficult, for while 
the Mayor and Board hold public hearings on the budget, not all City 
departments hold hearings on their budget requests. 


The budget estimates from departments are forwarded to the Controller 
by January 20. The Controller is not empowered to add or delete items 
in the requests; rather, he consolidates departmental requests in a uni- 
fied format for consideration by the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors. 
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The Controller's staff check submissions for uniformity, completeness, 
and possible errors. The Controller also prepares an estimate of the 
anticipated revenues for the coming fiscal year. He meets with the 
Mayor to discuss the size of the budget and the effect of various in- 
creases on the tax rate. Recent California law limits the rate of taxa- 
tion that can be placed upon local property which makes these estimates 
even more important in assessing the projected size of the budget. 


The Controller forwards the Consolidated Budget to the Mayor by 
March 15. The budget at this time includes requested capital improve- 
ments of priority recommended by CIAC. The Administrative Assistant 
to the Mayor and his staff review the Consolidated Budget and begin 
the process of shaping the budget to meet the budget limits established 
by the Mayor in consultation with the Controller, The Mayor is em- 
powered to add only capital items; he may delete any item from the 
budget but cannot increase any amount for personal setvices, materials, 
supplies or contractual services. Because of these limitations, and 
because requested appropriations exceed the established limits for 
the budget, the Mayor's staff performs essentially a negative operation 
by cutting requests; it does not actually create the budget. New pro- 
grams and capital improvements seem to be the most frequent victims 
of the ered pencil, The budget is reviewed and the cuts made on a line- 
by=line bs basis, The Mayor is empowered to hold whatever public hearings 
on his budget as he deems necessary. Generally there has been one 
such hearing a year. 


By April 15 the Mayor presents his budget to the Board of Super- 
visors for their consideration. Review for the Board is conducted 
by the Pinance-Gommittee with the as assistance of the Board's Budget. 
Analyst. The Committee holds departmental hearings and ‘budget 
sessions to consider the Mayor's recommended budget, and their review, 
like the Mayor's, is essentially a negative function, as the Board is 
empowered to add appropriations only for public improvement or capital 
expenditures. Historically, cuts made by the Board have been smaller 
than those made by thé Mayor's s staff, although the Board's-delétions 
have“increa sed somewhat in recent years. Once the Committee has’ 
preparéd a recommended- budget, it ts forwarded to the full Board. The 
Committee reports its recommendations around mid-May. The Board 
is required by Charter to hold a public hearing on the budget. In recent 
years one evening hearing before the full Board has been held to hear 
citizen comments. The tradition has been that the Committee's recom- 


mendation is accepted by the full Board and that the budget is passed 
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unanimously, although neither is required by either the Charter or 
the Administrative Regulations of the Board. The City Attorney has 
ruled that each member of the Board must vote on the appropriation 
ordinance. The full Board must adopt a budget by June 1 for the en- 
suing fiscal years. 


Once the budget is adopted by the Board of Supervisors and signed 
by the Mayor, the budget process for the next year begins as does a 
second process: the vrocess of supplemental appropriations. The 
City's budget is based on estimated revenues, and during the course 
of the year, as revenues come in, the Controller revises his estimates 
of total revenues and projects any surpluses or deficits. As the City 
is prohibited from-incurring deficits, the Controller is-empowered-to 
limit expenditures if he anticipates adeficit. This is usually done 
after conferring with the Mayor and the Board. If surpluses are avail- 
able, however, supplemental appropriations may be accepted. These 
appropriations are supposed to cover immediate costs that were unan~ 
ticipated at the time the budget was prepared. Supplementals have 
also been used to obtain funds later in the year that were deleted during 
the budget process. The number and total value of the supplemental appro- 
priations vary from year to year, but the practice remains a signifi- 
cant part of the budget process. Because of its nature, supplemental 
appropriations are less likely to be reviewed in terms of overall City 
expenditures or balanced against the City's priorities. They more 
frequently represent an immediate response to a need that appears 
to be of highest priority at the moment or a diversionary tactic for 
"hiding" anticipated expenses from the annual appropriations ordinance. 


In general the budget process in San Francisco is one of accumulating 
individual departmental requests, organizing them, and finally paring 
them down to a size commensurate with anticipated revenues. Present 
procedures are not a useful program management tool, being neither . 
organized around citywide program activities nor directed at addressing~ oi 
well-understood City goals and objectives. They do assure that Gity 
funds will be expended for the line-item requests authorized by the 
Board of Supervisors, 


~ seni afi tends. ye sails ot ere Apyorils , Ylavominsay 
 oaleee 2@I0V Faiicr bAGOH ett Yo techayom dons feild alin 


“Bo mets ont Ye tepbuit © Igobs team fwd Hut eft .s0n6/1)b10 
ia can x " «@aeey Isoett priue 


1, 2c Bicol ‘art yd bsIqgob6 21 teprud edt sonC 

| S Bniped ise: y dean etls 101 exdooR Jopbud ent (Toye aris. yd 
SHT  aznolielice nas feinemelyque Yo'eeenow eft seassota badoes 
mean crisis bees s2eunoves batsmises nS bees 2t ispbud a'yiD 
Baebes a  weblotiaed ait vee gon sounaver 2h 160% oi: ie 
3. orp a Be a6 i vos = tpafor be’ eeungver isto: te 2 

23 hetews ned elt. ,etioitab pain iyi beatditiong 5 
“ents Bi pi ater Tdtiab 6, pateginitas oliLestutibrsenxe wit nt 
-lre vs. 16 eoeulqive 1 SeOT adt bas WyeM ei? Mite vatneliaoo THs 
aasnl .beigesos ad Yen enolishqomgs isinemsiogo: V7evewod . olds 
Git) say 76d3 Btzoo Stelhomiit TeVOS Of hssoqgtie O16 enoliatgongas 
over ce  baaiqom saw tepbud ect omit on! 368 boteciot 
paltub botslebesaw wey srl ni Teta! ebnvi aleitdo of beaw need cele 
~O1gds per Remrcpycets to sulgvilsso! bre tediaun ed? ,2esneg tepliud adds 
Mogic seni prow to of) dud (197 of 169 mow Visy encits:4¢ 
iets ,o7us to Sesoed se2e3ory tanbue srlt to meq does 
~ ¥ikO Lersve to i Baw obit ‘9 OF gledi! eget sis: eos hgor:s 
Sieer yedT | -2oksitoly atid adt tenteps batasisd 10 estutihneax 
» Bisegqs tart bsen 6 of eanoqest sistbommi as tnaearqe: witnsupett 
» 103 nHoeY “yisnolerevib 6 16 jngmom a} 36. yttrolig teerinnd to ad ot 

- oditenibie ae fptinas: af} inoti 2ennsaxe boisatoiins ots thid" 


onidéeanbons io. eno df povtonetT nae nt 8259099 Isohini eel? lersnsp sl: 
vabeg yileail bas mori? palsiae -yetzoupen, istnemneqeb lsubivibni 
qneze1d ~RgUAS VET betes oD axbe, ¢ oF wb molt 


‘ o 
+, 


Yoisian pated yioot Inomapansm mespovy feteeu 6 fon 67% ZStibessty 
voiexsibbs te bssouthh JON aBliivitss Spor sbiwytio Bawows Sanlnenw 
2119 tert ssweas ob vad? Jesvitoaida bas alsop yt boote tii Low 
odd yd besitiordios efesipar Motmentl olf wl febusyas ed Miwe show 
«20etyieqia is hrsokt 


Ren ‘sdT .bus08 edi to eniolielvadA avisedtetnbaiA art’ 


AO ae 


Problems with City Management Programs 


The City management programs described above are long-standing 
practices of the City, having evolved slowly through time. The Com- 
prehensive Plan, Capital Improvement Program and City Budget are 
the City’s major management mechanisms, and as such, represent 
the City's only process of coordinated planning and programming. 

At the present time they represent more of a potential than a reality 

for they are not currently parts of a coordinated activity, and they are 
not in all instances compatible with generally accepted modern manage- 
ment practices, 


independent operations 


The City's existing management functions operate relatively 
independently of one another, Capital improvement programming 
utilizes programming techniques distinct from those used for the 
preparation of the rest of the Budget. The Comprehensive Plan is 
the basis for reviewing requested capital facilities, but the document 
is not used as the basis for shaping or directing annual budget requests 
from City departments. The final budget document becomes essentially 
a compilation of requests that is not a unified programming document, 
as it is based on no programmatic directives from the Mayor, it has 
no performance criteria, and it has no comprehensive evaluation com- 
ponent. Program and budget responsibility therefore fal) almost wholly 
upon individual department administrators and the Chief Administrative 
Officer. PCy oars ee aw] 


lack of management information 


A major problem in preparing an effective City-wide program is 
the lack of management information, The budget requests developed 
by the individual departments do not follow a set pattern and differ 
for each City agency. Most agencies prepare annual reports which 
spell out general areas of emphasis in the coming year. A few agencies 
prepare more detailed work programs that anticipate specific projects 
and programs and the manpower required to do the work. Even fewer 
agencies maintain continuous work progress documents that are up- 
dated monthly to indicate progress of all departmental projects, in- 
cluding time and money spent on each to date, Budgets are therefore 
prepared on differing qualities and quantities of management information, 
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Excepting the budget estimate forms themselves, there is no require- 
ment that similar documents be prepared and updated on a regular 

basis by all City agencies. In many instances it is not possible to 
assess accurately the deployment of personnel or identify high priority 
items from present available information. Lacking clearly stated objec- 
tives it is also difficult to measure the effectiveness of a department's 
work. If the Chief Executive and departmental administrators are to 
provide effective leadership in programming, they must have more and 
better management information available to them. 


diffusion of responsibility 


The broad diffusion of governmental responsibility affects the degree 
to which the Mayor can provide effective leadership in programming. 
The Mayor must have the cooperation of City agencies; he cannot 
enforce leadership by simple fiat. Unlike cities with a strong-Mayor 
form of government, the Mayor of San Francisco must rely upon his 
persuasive power and the technical competence of his staff in setting 
forth his goals for the City and the programs he recommends be under.- 
taken. The present incumbent has enforced this through his Charter 
mandate to effect cooperation and coordination among all City agencies. 


lack of evaluation procedures 


The lack of comprehensive evaluation procedures is a deterrent 
to the effective use of the budget as a management tool. Until recently, 
the Grand Jury has been the only agent attempting to assess the effec- 
tiveness of the work of City agencies, The Grand Jury is composed of 
19 citizens appointed by the judges of the Superior Court. Each jury 
is convened for only one year, and in addition to other functions, it 
prepares an evaluation of the work of each City department, These 
evaluations normally receive circulation through press coverage. They, 
however, are not integrated into the regular budget process, and City 
officials do not tend to regard the reccmmendations of the Grand Jury 
as a mandate for action, The Grand Jury and whatever staff is available 
to it do not report to the Mayor, the Controller or the Board of Super- 
visors. The Jury is appointed for only one year. It is not staffed by 
trained budget analysts and program evaluators. It lacks sufficient 
professional expertise in assessing the work of City agencies. The 
Grand Jury provides no real substitute for an on-going evaluation procedure 
tied to the annual budget cycle. 
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The most effective evaluation work done in the City is done by 
the Budget-Analyst of the Board of Supervisors through management 
audits. These reports are more effective than those of the Grand Jury 
because they are done by trained personnel and relate to the budget 
procedures of the Board of Supervisors. The audits are in-depth analyses 
or the organization and programs of selected City agencies. The 
audits include recommendations for changes in the staffing, organization, 
and programming of the agency under study. The recommendations are 
not binding, but they do provide the Finance Committee of the Board 
a basis for reviewing the budget requests of the agencies involved. 
The Budget Analyst is limited in the number of audits he can conduct 
in any year. The audits are done on behalf of the legislature and 
provide information to the Board and the agencies affected. However, 
as the Mayor has responsibility to prepare the City's budget, an 
evaluation capability within the Mayor's Office would have a signifi- 
cant effect upon the actual operations of City departments. 
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REPRESENTATIVE FEDERAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT MECHANISMS 


Over the past eight years the federal government has taken an 
increased interest in the management and delivery capabilities of local 
general purpose government. The original interest, generated by an 
increasing awareness of large-scale poverty in America and spurred 
by the ghetto riots and turmoil of the mid-sixties, centered around 
increasing local sensitivity to minority group concérms. TE produced 
extensive citizen participation, Gombinéd with massive aid programs, 
such as the Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) and Model Cities. 
These programs emphasized decision-making by community agents and ~ 
the coordination of planning, programming and evaluation. 


The first phase emphasized experimentation and introduced manage- 
ment techniques designed to complement "war on poverty" programs, 
The second phase emphasizes efficiency with administrative programs 
aimed at increasing local responsibility for the expenditure of federal 
money | and promoting _ sound administrative practices, : 


One of the first of the new programs was the Planned varaatione 
options of the Model Cities Program. In selected cities ttte-Modél 
Cities agency took on new management responsibilities for the city 
as awhole. They began to monitor all federal programs for which the 
city was prime sponsor. Some also began programming and evaluating 
certain federally-assisted activities. 


The federal government's second major effort was a variety of _ 
proposals for revenue sharing designed to consolidate existing prograiirs.. 
into bloc grants. These have come to be called Special Revenue Sharing} 
and if enacted would provide the local chief executive ‘with_re spon sibility 
for dividing up a block of money among local projects within the same 
policy area such as education or community development. It is likely 
that this money would be allocated on the basis of a formula and have 


fewer restrictions than do present categorical grants. 


A key element in the revenue sharing approach is placing respon- 
sibility for the expenditure of federal funds with the local chief execu- 
tive, i.e. in San Francisco with the Mayor. Current special revenue 
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sharing legislation will not substantially increase the amount of 
money available to cities or begin to return substantial portions of tax 
revenues as some criginally predicted. It will, however, give cities 
greater flexibility in deciding how money is to be allocated and how 
programs are to be designed. oe 


— Thére has been\a recent decrease in funding for the ‘older poverty-— Z 


(oriented Lasers ad fia now yielolstneraeM Ee that the BectIps government” 


on the‘new SES poten - “would be Tee = repetitive. 
to enumerate the wiole-range- of these new federal programs; rather, it 
makes more sense to analyze a representative sample of ee and 
attempt to understand their key elements, for these elements tend 


to recur. 


Recent federal planning/management programs can be broken into 
two basic groups: review and comment mechanisms and planning mech- 
anisms. To illustrate these differences and to point up certain other 
elements, four federal programs are briefly described below. 


Review and Comment Mechanisms 


a A 


The basic purpose of Review and Comment mechanisms is to inform 
local government of the requests being made for federa] azsistance from 
all sources in the City and to permit them to comment on the applica- 
tions, The federal agency involved requires that the agency making 
the request inform the local government of its intent and then requests 
some form of "sign off" from the local government. This review does 

not provide local government with an automatic veto over the expendi- 
tures, but it does provide an opportunity for comment and for negotia- 
tions among the federal agency, the local requesting agency, and the 
local executive, concerning issues raised in the review process. 


oeo checkpoint procedure 


The OEO checkpoint procedure calls for a sign-off on all applications 


from Community Action Agencies to the Office of Economic Opportunity. 
The program was designed to promote greater coordination between the 
local OEO agency and the varicus agencies of the local government. 
This can be of partic sular importance | as most community action oes 
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were organized outside the regular city bureaucracy. Generally this 
has -meant-that the only régular coordination that takes place is in 
those areas where community action agencies have developed joint 
programs with regular city agencies. 


In San Francisco no serious effort has been made to utilize the 
OEO Checkpoint Procedure, and there are few that know it exists. 
In general the Mayor has maintained contact with the OEO Program 
nay ane his: Deputy for Social Programs. 


a-95, a-98 notification and review systems 


The A-95 and A-98 systems deal with local applications for 
federal assistance. The mechanisms were established by the Office 
of Management and Budget to provide local, regional, and state 
governments with more information about applications being made 
for federal assistance and an opportunity to review and comment 
on them, 


The A-95 systems cover one hundred and one federal programs, 
including all HUD housing programs. It requires applicants to sub- 
mit brief statements of intent to file applications at the earliest 
possible stage. These statements are forwarded to regional and 
state clearinghouses.™ The regional clearinghouse then circulates 
the statements of intent to local agencies for their review in terms 
of local plans and objectives. The clearinghouses forward their 
comments and any received from local governments to the federal 
funding agency to which the request is being made. 


*For San Francisco the regional clearinghouse is the Association 
of Bay Area Governments (ABAG); the state clearinghouse is the Office 
of the Lieutenant Governor. 
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The A-98 system covers the next step in the grant process by 
providing information on applications that have been funded by federal 
agencies. At.the present time A-98 covers 219 proqrams. The object of 
this system is to provide local, regional and state governments with in- 
formation on those grant applications that "made it." As it is broader 
in scope than A--£5, the A-98 system also provides local government 
with some estimate of the scale of federal funds it is receiving ona 
regular basis. 


There are some marked inconsistencies between the A-95 and A-98 
systems. There are 155 programs covered by A-98 that are not covered 
by A-95. In this instance a local government is informed that a grant 
was made Lut received no prior information that an application had 
been made. There are 37 programs that are covered by A-95 but not 
included under A-98. In this instance a local government is requested 
to review and comment on an application but is not notified of its out- 
come, 


There have been several problems with A-95 and A-98. Most 
local agencies comply with the A-95 regulations and submit the notices 
of intent to file applications. However, in some instances they are 
submitted late in the process; some at the same time as the application 
is forwarded. Some federal agencies respond to applications without 
checking to see if clearance has been granted by the clearinghouse. 

In this case the review and comment function is rendered pointless, 
as it has no bearing on the action of the funding agency. 


The major problem with A-98 has been the failure of certain federal 
agencies to provide information on the grants they have awarded. Data 
is compiled by the regional offices of federal agencies, and in some 
cases they do not receive complete information on grants made by the 
central office in Washinsgton. In other cases, federal agencies have 
been simply slow in forwarding information. The A-98 system requires 
that the state clearinghouse be notified, and it has been the responsi- 
bility of state clearinghouses to forward the information to regional 
and local agencies. At times this information has been forwarded slowly. 


It is clear that if these two systems are to provide a comprehensive 
review and comment procedure for local units of government, the federal 
government must take more adequate measures to assure that all agencies 
await local clearance before funding projects. The federal government 
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must also work to make the two systems more compatible in terms of 
the programs covered by each. 


chief executive review and comment (cerc) 


The Chief Executive Review and Comment procedure is a com- 
prehensive review and comment mechanism designed to increase the 
chief executive's authority in the review of federal programs operating 
within his jurisdiction. The program has been established in a number 


extends to all federal programs and permits the development of a staff 
capability to perform effective policy-oriented reviews of all applica- 
tions. In practice the scope of CERC ‘is limited to a somewhat broader 
range of programs than A-95 and A-98, and applications for these pro- 
grams are forwarded directly to local chief executives for their review 
without first passing through a regional clearinghouse. This review 
includes applications from private organizations as well as public 
agencies. In theory, local chief executives have a stronger hand in 
making comments through CERC than they would through regular A-95 
comments. 


Experience indicates that to undertake this kind-of review requires 
extensive staff. Technical personnel are required not only to review 
the individual applications as they come in but to accumulate end 
analyze relevant local policies so that they have a basis for review. 
In some instances it has meant attempting to create a reasonably con- 
sistent policy from a variety of disparate scurces. In almost all cases 
the review and comment functions have been closely tied to policy 
formulation and implementation functions within the office of the 
chief executive. 


Planning Mechanisms 


While review and comment procedures deal with plans and pro- 
grams once they have been formulated, the basic purpose of the planning 
mechanisms is to involve local government directly in the preparation 
of plans and programs and the allocation of federal dollars. These 
programs provide a local government with funds to establish a planning 
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staff. The staff is then responsible to the local chief executive for 
preparing a plan to expend federal funds in one program area, such as 
community development. The staff is to work with public officials and 
a representative citizen group or community organizations, The plan 
thus developed either is adopted as guidelines for reviewing applica- 
tions from local agencies or becomes essentially the federal agency's 
expenditure program for that jurisdiction. 


mayor's criminal justice council 


The Department of Justice provides planning and program money 
for law enforcement assistance to states and to cities of at least 
250,000 persons. Larger cities have received planning funds to 
establish local criminal justice councils and hire planning staffs. 
San Francisco created the Mayor's Criminal Justice Council in early 
1971; it is composed of representatives of all criminal justice agencies, 
local governmental officials, and community representatives. The Council 
is chaired by the Mayor who also appoints the staff. 


The purposes of the Council are: ‘ 


14) to act as a catalyst to criminal justice agencies to bring 
about cooperaticn; 


2) to do comprehensive planning for the whole local criminal 
justice system; 


3) to recommend priorities on the allocation of resources within 
the criminal justice system; 


4) to seek federal, state, and private funds; 


5) to conduct research, monitor, and evaluate programs funded 
by the Council, and to recommend innovations within the criminal 
justice system. 


The Council prepares an annual comprehensive plan which is for- 
warded to the Mayor and Board of Supervisors for their approval. This 
plan anticipates funds available from the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration and sets out in priority order local programs eligible for 
those funds. The plan is then taken to the California Council on Criminal 
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Justice for their approval and the actual funding of the projects. Most 
criminal justice programs receive funding in this manner, rather than 
through a separate application which would be sent directly to the 
Department of Justice. Such applications would likely be turned over 
to the CJC for their consideration. Some monies are available through 
the national office of the Department of Justice for specific activities. 
There are also action funds held back by the State for discretionary 
use by the State. These funds are handled independently of the CjC, 
although in San Francisco the CjC generally has been informed of these 
applications, and in some instances has provided assistance in pre- 
paring the application. 


manpower planning council 


In San Francisco the Manpower Planning Council (MPC) was 


money for manpower training, and to prepare the City to assume 
responsibility for management of all manpower training programs in 
the City. 


The local MPC is composed of representatives of labor, industry, 
appointed and elected officials, target populations for manpower pro- 
grams, and community groups. The Mayor serves as chairman, and in 
this role appoints a staff consisting of a Director of Manpower Planning, 
four Manpower planners, and two clerical staff. 


The purposes of the Council are: 


1) identify manpower needs of the community (employment, 
job training, preparation for employment, upgrading underemployed 
workers, and related needs such as child care) and determine where 
job potentials le; 


2) set priorities for use of manpower funds, both as to popu- 
lations to serve and types of programs; 


3) recommend approval of manpower programs in relation to 
priorities; 
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4) evaluate the effectiveness of manpower programs; 
5) prepare and recommend an annual comprehensive manpower _ 
plan for the City to the Mayor and to the Department of Labor. ~~ 


7 
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The current status of the MPC is somewhat unclear due to changes 
at the federal level. Until the spring of 1973 the Council adopted an 
annual comprehensive manpower plan which described funding levels 
for manpower programs administered by the regional office of the various 
federal agencies. The funding levels were generally dependent upon 
the previous year's funding, with a possible 10 percent variation. 


Under the CAMPS program the Manpower Planning Council differed 
from the Criminal Justice Council in one key respect; the CJC plans 
for the expenditure of an anticipated amount of LEA money, the MPC, 
until 1973, has had no specific funds that it could count on, rather it 
has reviewed existing programs. While in theory the MPC was to 
develop plans for manpower activities within the City and review man- 
power proposals to all federal agencies for their conformance to tnose 
plans, in fact, the MPC has directed _ its attention substantially to 
Department of Labor (DOL) applications, But even here until the simmer= 
of 1973 the MPC has not-centroiléd the allocation of funds among cate- 
gorical programs. This problem has been further complicated by the | 
large number of grants awarded by the Washington office of DOL and oe 
by the relative inflexibility of DOL funds. 7 


The picture changed in the spring of 1973, and the MPC planned 
the actual use of Department of Labor money for Fiscal Year"74, Other 
federalt-agencies have not taken the same step,-but Labor has committed 
itself to fund contractors in line with the recommendations of the MPC. 
A fixed allocation of manpower money was made, for the first time, and 
the Council completed and submitted its Comprehensive Manpower Ptan__ 
in May of 1973 for the following fiscal year, 

At the present time there is some uncertainty about the role that 
the MPC will play in the coming year. The Regional office of DOL 
plans to make the City the prime-contractor-for the entire-amount of 
money normally allocated for manpower programs within the City. 

With this money, the City would sub-contract with various job-training 
manpower development operations to perform the actual services, 

This kind of arrangement would give the City much more authority over 
the allocation of funds and more control of quality of performance and 
coordination, 
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At the national level, Governors and state-oriented groups are 
lobbying for an arrangement that would give the state prime responsi- 
bility for manpower programs, and cities would either apply to the 
State for funds or would develop local programs consistent with a state 
plan. This latter proposal is not popular with most local govern- 
mental units. Resolution of the differing attitudes may depend on 
federal legislation expected in the fall of 1973. 


As of August 1, 1973, it is anticipated that the City will be prime 
contractor for all DOL-funded manpower programs, if approved by the 
Board of Supervisors, by September of this year, This step will not 
need to await additional legislative action, 


bloc grants 


There has been a great deal of recent interest in bloc grants as 
a way of consolidating programs at the federal end and providing 
localities with a lump sum of money with local discretion for spending 
it within certain broad limits. Some efforts, such as HUD's Annual 
Arrangement, have attempted to provide a kind of bloc grant administra 
tively by negotiating a number of individual programs at one time. 
This is seen as a forerunner to bloc grants or Special Revenue Sharing 
which, if enacted,would legislatively combine certain categorical 
programs and likely provide localities with a sum of money determined 
by formula on a continuing basis. These funds could be used fora 
wider range of activities than it is now possible through categorical 
grants. It is anticipated that if Special Revenue Sharing is authorized 
there will be certain minimum requirements. One of these is expected 
to be the preparation of a program for the expenditure of the bloc 
grant monies. Localities would be required to spend money for certain 
kinds of eligible activities within broad categories, such as community 
development, but they would have discretion over which activities would 
be undertaken and what priorities would be established among those 
activities. 


To date no bloc grant legislation has been passed by Congress, 
although a variety of bills have been introduced. Similarly, no action 
has been taken on creating a bloc grant program for manpower programs 
through administrative arrangements, although the President committed 
himself to that concept, in his latest budget message. 
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Problems with Federal Management Programs 


The federal programs described above are relatively new to 
San Francisco, and therefore it is difficult to determine their long 
range impact on San Francisco, The programs do indicate the general 
direction of the federal government. There appear to be three major 
obiectives of this recent federal programming: 


- Encourage local governments to coordinate existing federal 
categorical grants-in-aid. 


- Strengthen local governments’ planning, resources alloca- 
tion, and management systems. 


- Improve citizen understanding of priorities and resource 
allocations. 


The programs recently authored by the federal government take a 
variety of different forms, There is not a great deal of uniformity among 
the programs, as each federal agency has tended to promote programs 
consistent not only with their programs but also their administrative 
procedures. In certain instances the programs fall short of either 
federal objectives or local needs. 


single agency emphasis 


Like categorical programs, new management programs have tended 
to be limited to certain groupings of federal programs, usually those of 
a single federal department or agency. Application forms are unique to 
a single agency and procedures are designed to fit the particular needs 
of that agency. Seldom are they designed to fit a particular local agency. 
This approach has created several problems locally. 


In some cases less paperwork has resulted with new federal pro- 
grams. But often, as with Manpower programs. ,-anew-level-of review 
has been added, and applications continue as before with no real . 
effort by the funding | agency-to-reduce the paperwork required. City \ 
‘staff is required to walk threugh each application, including-individual, 
negotiations and reviews. Each federal agency has continued to require 
extensive work. As new program staffs have been created within the  \ 


Mayor's Office, each federal agency has attempted to place that staff ) 
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this situation has been through the cooperation of the Federal Regional 
Council. Individual federal agencies have not sought cooperative 
working arrangements at the local level. 


lack of uniformity 


There continues to be a lack of uniformity in federal guidelines 
and procedures. There are differences in the guidelines, timetables, 
and evaluation procedures among the various federal agencies. To 
prepare a grant application to one agency is wholly different from pre- 
paring one to another. Some management programs call for active 
local programming while others are limited to a form of review or comment 
without real local control over the allocation of federal money. 


The new-manegement efforts have-not-effected_a_real trade-off 
in terms of reducing the involvement of federal agencies with a cor- 
responding. increase in-local program responsibilities, Greater effort 
needs to be placed on making more uniform both the procedures ane 
general purposes of the new management programs. 


limited financial support 


The experience with Chief Executive Review and Cor:ment, thus 
far, indicates that substantial staff increases are required in the 
monitoring of federal applications. If cities are to improve their 
capacity in areas such as budget analysis, programming, and mon- 
itoring, additional resources are required to hire new staff and train 
existing staff, 


To date HUD is the one federal agency that has made a signifi- 
cant effort to fund local management programs. In other instances 
programs have received minimal funding. Without federal assistance, 
local governments should not be expected to match the efforts of pro- 
orams, like that in Indianapolis, which have received national acclaim, 
These successful programs have been generously funded. If federal 
agencies expect to improve local management capabilities they should 
be prepared to fund these activities adequately. 


~~ 
eee ere 

ei ones ecteneeect maticade Stel? tuct | 
“evanint 6) ietle ylac ek? :se16 mepemn woriia eno Weegee oad 
amt lo acbisteqnos ef spool: aged aad motyeintte zidt 


aviteredoo> ipyas ton oved Ewtrnens Lotehat loybiwital » Lisa 
ii vel inee! oft ie sinsmepasns ontssow 


eeniisbiue Intabel on) yttariotins te dels ad of esuntiics osefT 
,telisismls ,2entleblop ail at seonewsiitvsms ais .cstuhanowy bas 
oT ,asiaasps [sisbal evohov sii onions esuubssorg poifenlav= fine 
“ig moi? Inoretib YWlodkw |: yoosgs 90 OT nalisnll4: a so 5 swag 
svites tot Lisp emetpoig Jnaizapsnem omot abiibe oo anointing 
inammcs to: weve: Io miot 6 at hetlmil ave arerite sibkiw palmmsrsunm isso! 
« Veneta Ictabel to Holtesoiis acy 775 Cotinos Iosal jaar tucdtiw 


ho-cleri iget.a.feinatte son -ovsil 5208s troriseesam won oc? 
- Se ef thws estonsps israeli Io lasmeviovnt act pain eed 10 ams? al 
~ eHe ised ,asifilidianeqesy. memos ieood sheenarsn! pcitvicgeca 
SF een ae M60 mictiniy stom yaliec mo beoela. =! ot show 
% mer] Inacindonsm wen sil jo zscmriiia lesreg 


a . 
: toggyy istahety hotimts 


Aum , tras TOO bns welvell evityoex3 loidD Atiw ecantrosy ol? 
or3 sf beriivper eis Seceetont Histe letiertadtc 14)\! aatrevi ic) ,ia7 
vedi evo! 03 Me eatiin UW Jenottastiges lewte? 3 olecttnon 
“nom bne soolameios .olayloos tesbiid de ilove e2ete at yifosas 
nied (ne ete won evA of berlape am semusicet lenotiiacs , parrot 
sTiSde. oftiiaixe 


“Ringle 6 shem 267 tant yooepn lavsbei anos! et GUN steb oT 
seaneient tenio al .asiéiece4 Insaeyensa Inool bat of Hole ino 

, sonstalaes lexmbe) tvoniw seelnet femiatn bavisoss ered astexy 

Rr oy ler nema pre esg er le Renre peht 


OE ee 
limited technical support 


Federal technical support for local efforts in management have 
been deficient. Due to the newness of the programs, many federal 
officials are unfamiliar with them. In some instances the federal 
machinery itself is not organized in such a way as to facilitate local 
decision-making on federal programs. Local administrators have not 
participated in the formulation of the programs nor were they consulted 
on the development of guidelines. 


There is a demand both for more information about individual 
federal management programs and for information on the coordination 
of several programs to develop some form of annual development 
programming. Federal officials too often have information on only 
one narrow area of programs and are unable to explain existing or 
potential relationships among several different agencies' programs, 


To provide cities with technical support, federal agencies must 
make a more concerted effort to provide as comprehensive as possible 
a picture of management programs. An effort should be made to provide 
general information on program budgeting, management information 
systems, and administration as well. This can be done through seminars, 
workshops and consultant assistance. Meetings between federal pro- 
oram staffs of several agencies and their local counterparts can also 
be helptul. 
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ANALYSIS 


The federal government is the key element in making federally 
assisted management programs successful at the local level. Because 
local needs are so great, new federal programs will have to demon- 
strate their benefits and will have to be ina city's economic best 
interest before they are taken seriously. At the same time local 
governments have to take a hard look at present decision-making 
processes and begin to exploit local management capabilities so 
as to make more people aware of improved management without it 
appearing threatening. 


San Francisco now has taken the opportunity to assess the 
actions that can be taken locally to maximize federal benefits, 
and of making recommendations to effect changes in federal pro- 
grams and procedures. Itis important that the City indicate the 
kinds of services and assistance it desires from the federal govern- 
ment and that it make clear the constraints within which the City 
must work. The following is a review of federal management objec- 
tives in terms of local management objectives and a discussion of 
where federal objectives most closely match local ones and where 
there is potential conflict. 


The Federal Objectives 


objective: strengthen local governments’ planning, resources alloca- 
tions, and management systems. 


Several federal programs make money available to municipalities 
for the purpose of establishing technical staff operations for both 
review and comment and planning activities. The HUD 701 Planning 
Assistance program-is perhaps the largest assistance program and 
over the past-few-years has shifted its support to policy-and -program 


planning and away from comprehensive and_land=use planning. In 
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1972 San Francisco received $265,000 in assistance fron HUD to. eee 
establish an Office of Gommunity Development and_to- undertake a 
housing inventory_and.an economic: -development study. The Law 
Enforcement Administration-of the Department of Justice is providing 
assistance ($150,000 in 1972) to fund the staff of the Criminal Justice 
Council which sets forth the City's objectives and goals for criminal 
justice and allocates anticipated federal assistance to those programs 
that will best achieve them. The Federal Regional Council, through 
this study, has provided the City with $50,000 for one year to explore 
comprehensive management concerns. The Department of Labor has 
provided assistance to the City (approximately $80,000 in 1972) to 
establish a technical staff to assist the Mayor and the Manpower ~ 
Planning Council. Recently the Department- of Commerce. a 
$120 ,000-to the City to-assist.in the es tablishment of an. Office of — 
Economic Development in the Mayor" s Office. _ 

In addition to these programs General Revenue Sharing permits the 
expenditure of funds-for-financial-administration .— The Special Revenue 
Sharing Bill for Community Development is expected also to authorize 
the use of those funds for local management activities. 


Many local government officials are anxious to strengthen the 
planning, resources, and management systems of the City. In this 
they agree with the overall federal objective. The question now before 
the City is how it will proceed to undertake the changes thought to be 
desirable. The first obvious route is to take advantage of those fed- 
eral programs that will fund technical programming staffs, There seem 
to be several problems with this route, as it now exists. Programming 
staffs will be dealing in City policy, and some feel that reliance-on. 
federal assistance.to do this work will mean that there will be undue 
pressure upon City officials.In-addition, federal support for these 
efforts should not be expected to last forever. With or without the 
advent of revenue sharing, the City should begin considering new 
ways of taking over these programming efforts during the course of 
several years. 


A second alternative is to work with a federal agency such as the 
Federal Regional Council to get non-categorical assistance for a com- 
prehensive programming effort that will be phased into regular City 
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activities and funded over a specific period of time. The advantage 
of this approach is the comprehensive nature of the assignment and 
the funding. In developing this kind of agreement with the Federal 
Regional Council a single set of requirements can be established out~ 
side the usually rigid guidelines of categorical programs. 


undertake management improvements supported whoily with local funds. 


If the City chooses to pursue federal assistance, some decision ; 
should be made early in that process to determine how and when the _ a 
programs will be phased into regular City operations. In addition the 
City should attempt to assess existing local management capabilities 
in planning, resource allocation and management. The Chief Admin- 
istrative Officer's office has already begun a management training 
program for personnel of the departments responsible to the CAO. 

Further efforts should be made to identify personnel who could do 

this kind of work and to provide special programs to develop those 
skills. Each department needs at least one person with special train- 
ing in management procedures. 


objective: encourage local governments to coordinate existing 


enc A LL, 


federal categorical grants-in-aid. 


Several efforts are being made to encourage coordination of federal 
categorical grants-in-aid coming to San Francisco. The Criminal 
Justice planning staff and the Office of Community Development are 
now established to do programming, and it is expected that they will 
have some degree of latitude in coordinating existing federal cate- 
gorical grants-in-aid. As the LEA programs are newer, it will be easier 
for this to be done by the Criminal Justice staff. HUD programs have 
been around longer and have established constituents. Both of these 
factors make HUD program coordination difficult without either a 
legislative mandate or an administrative directive at the federal level. 
Annual Arrangements used in some cities failed to materialize in San 
Francisco. There was no clear benefit to the City because HUD continued 
to deal with the City on a program-by~program basis, 


The Manpower Planning Council has not been given true programming 
responsibilities. Its official role has been more one of monitoring on- 
going programs and the review and approval of new programs. The 
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Council staff has devoted much time attempting to give more direction 

to manpower programming in the City, but it has done so in addition 

to the requirements established by the Department of Labor. The local 
manpower unit has no set allocation of money for which it is to establish 
priorities. The Department of Labor authorizes it to project existing 
programs into each coming year with only 10 percent revisions. Coor- 
dination is minimal under these conditions. The Department of Labor 

is not adequately prepared to encourage local program management, 

and it has not turned over any substantial program responsibility to 

the City. A significant proportion of its grant awards are made in Wash- 
ington, and the San Francisco regional office is not informed of them. 
Obviously the City must have complete information and real responsi- 
bility if it is to coordinate categorical programs. 


The lack of enabling legislation is another problem. Special 
revenue sharing bills have not passed Congress. The Manpower Bill 
of 1970 which essentially would have created a bloc grant for manpower 
programs was vetoed by the President. The Allied Services bill which 


is designed to give local governments more flexibility in dealing with~_ 


HEW programs has not yet passed Congress. Without legislation that 
either abolishes categorical programs through bloc grants or permits 
greater flexibility in the use of categorical funds, federal petit a . 
have been reluctant to turn over any substantial responsibility to— ' 


a 


localities, Consequently local coordination mechanisms remain ~~ > 


essentially another level of review and-provide-a-program staff to” =~ 


the Mayor. Gi yee lsiep deiea to -whictrthe-federal-agencies can actually a ae 


effect the local coordination of categorical programs is dependent 
upon their ability to convince local agencies of the value of suclY 
coordination, and the extent to which federal agencies are able or 
willing to go in delegating responsibility. No local agency is yet in 
a position to dictate to a federal agency or set of federal agencies a 
coordinated program based on prearranged fiscal limits. 


4 
” 


The existing variety of federal regulations, timetables, and 
procedures has made the local coordination of categorical programs 
from more than one department close to impossible. This has always 
been true, with the exception of certain unusual programs designed 
specifically as joint activities as with some HEW-HUD and HEW-DOL 
programs. The Federal Regional Council (FRC) has attempted to pro- 
vide coordination of federal programs py pulling together a variety of 
funds from several agencies and acting as a single negotiator with 
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selected cities. To date the FRC's experience indicates that a great 
deal of work is required to put together a package of funds from several 
agencies. The obvious disadvantage of this procedure for cities is 
that the Federal Regional Council has only limited resources, and its 
efforts have been largely experimental in nature. It is unlikely that 
the Council will fund any large-scale program over any substantial 
period of time, except for those cities that are already participating 

in the Integrated Grant Administration* program. 


Lack of funding for existing categorical programs compounds the 
problem of coordination. Cities are hesitant to make any major new 
effort without greater assurance of funding over a two- to three-year 
period. 


In summary, there is a recognition among some local administra=- 
tors that certain management reforms to improve the City's coordination 
capabilities are desirable. There is interest in a chief executive review 
and comment system. There is interest in providing the chief executive 
with proper staff to undertake coordinated programming. At the same 
time there is a hesitancy to believe that a local effort will be effective 
in coordinating federal programs. Local_administrators feel that coor- 
dination efforts receiving local support should be directed at coordinating 
local delivery systems. If that job is well done the City will then be 
in-a position to request-the federal government to respond with a package 
of assistance designed to meet these needs. Further they feel that the 
federal government has the responsibility to coordinate its own programs 
or to consolidate them into bloc grants. 


At the present time San Francisco should not rely on federal programs 
to encourage local management capability. With the possible exception 
of special revenue sharing legislation the City should not anticipate a 
real diminution of categorical programs. The City can expect that funds 
for some programs may be frozen or impounded. 
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_” *The Integrated Grant Administration (IGA) program is an experiment 
fo involving 20 cities. Each city was asked to prepare an application which 
\ spelled out its needs in various policy areas and the mix of categorical 
programs that it felt were needed. The Council responded through IGA 
by creating the necessary mix of programs from its member agencies. The 
ities dealt with a single federal agency for all programs and received 


essentially a bloc grant for a certain programmed group of activities, 
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The best course for San Francisco would appear to be one of _~ ‘ 
increasing local monitoring-offederal programs coming to-San Francisco. 
In this-way ‘the City can keep track of all federal assistance coming to 
the City and where appropriate comment on applications. At the same 
time the City should begin to develop programs in major policy areas 
that spell out the City's present needs, capabilities, and the level of 
state and federal assistance necessary to fulfill the needs. The City 
should not become actively involved in coordinating categorical pro- 
grams. 


The City should explore means of permitting greater coordina- 
tion among the various technical program staffs. New organizational 
arrangements within the Mayor's Office should be discussed with an 
eye toward sharing information among existing technical staff and 
developing some procedure for reviewing all federal programs. 


objective: improve citizen understanding of priorities and resource 
allocations. 


This objective of new federal management programs is perhaps the 
hardest to define, and examples in San Francisco are few. In general 
the objective of all management programs is to get the best performance 
for the money and to make clear the choices and the alternatives. When 
the level of information is improved and the choices are made clear, cit- 
izens can better express their position on alternative courses of action. 
During the past four years there has been no expansion of traditional... 
eitizen participation in federal programs. Emphasis has been shifted 

“ away from neighborhood- based community organizations, and placed ee 
“ on creating higher level citizen advisory bodies to review ls work 6f 
Sa technical programming staffs. 


~. 


In San Francisco there are hundreds of citizen participation groups, 
many of them created by OEO and HUD programs. In recent years 
citizen groups have also been formed to deal with the specific work 
of the new management efforts. A Manpower Planning Council was 
created to review manpower proposals and advise the Mayor on man- 
power issues. A Criminal Justice Council was created for similar pur- 
poses concerning Law Enforcement Administration programs. In the 
spring of 1972 the Citizens Committee on Community Development was 
created by the Mayor. This committee was created to review and comment 
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on community development proposals. It also received a broad man- 
date to advise the Mayor on improving the effectiveness of citizen 
participation in San Francisco, These new groups have not supplanted 
existing community participation units but have become involved in 
broader policy issues. 


To date the federal objective of improving citizen understanding of 
priorities and resource allocations remains essentially an ambition. 
There has been an effort by HUD to revise some of its criteria for citizen 
participation, but HUD has not attempted to restructure existing organi- 
zations or assure that the existing groups are provided with better informa- 
tion resources and alternatives. 


San Francisco has explored new methods of involving citizens in 
decision-making, not fully recognized by federal agencies. The Depart- 
ment of City Planning has been working actively with community organi- 
zations in the preparation and review of Comprehensive Plan revisions 
and Area Plans, Over the past few years the City Planning Commission 
has held a large number of special public hearings to review proposed 
comprehensive planning and area planning documents. From time to 
time the Department of City Planning has worked with other city agencies, 
such as the Department of Public Works and Public Utilities Commission, 
in arranging public meetings to discuss various proposed public actions. 


Bean Prancisco is perhaps unique in its use of public hearings to 

wach comments- and criticism. from community groups on the expenditure, 
of Géneral Revenue-Sharing-money.,_ The City went beyond the minimum ~ 
reporting requirements of the legislation because the Mayor sought to 
involve citizens in considering the alternatives and establishing pri- 
orities for expending this money. With the advent of special revenue 
sharing, it is expected that citizens also will be heavily involved. San 

_ Francisco has a long tradition of active citizen involvement in the pro- _ 
\ cesses of government, and it would be impossible for the City to Bo PSs 
less in the future than it does presently. ra 

\ / 

\ . Recent legislation has tended to diminish the role of citizen organi- 
zations and to increase the role of the chief executive. Newly created 
community participation units in manpower, criminal justice, and com- 
munity development serve more as advisors to the Mayor and have some- 
what less autonomy than earlier groups. Even in programs such as Model™ 


Cities the federal government has made it clear that the citizen elements _ ee 


are now subordinant to the chief executive. oe 
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At the present time most federal requirements for citizen partici- 
pation mandate the formation of a group. Such groups often are to be 
composed of representatives of certain ethnic, neighborhood, or eco- 
nomic interests. Local as well as national experience indicates that 
such a narrow conception of citizen participation is not always the best 
solution to the problem, as there are a variety of problems, and there 
are a variety of ways of achieving meaningful citizen participation in the 
policy-making of government. San Francisco should now press federal 
agencies to permit greater flexibility in citizen participation through the 
development of performance criteria ; 
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The ei locally is not stimulating participation but rather ; : 
making public bodies more\ accessible | to community groups and respond— 
ing to community-efferts in thé-most effective manner. General revenue 


sharing in San Francisco has been one more step in this direction, -—~ 


With the potential termination of programs such as OEO and Model 
Cities the City needs to give thought not only to how the activities of 
these programs are to be carried on but how the citizen participation is 
to be carried on. Various proposals have been made such as establish- 
ing local organizations to approximate EOC and Model Cities; appoint- 
ing members of the EOC and Model Cities councils to existing City 
commissions and boards; electing neighborhood councils in all neighbor- 
hoods of the City; establishing town meetings in all neighborhoods. 
These and other ideas must be discussed. If federal agencies will 
permit the City greater flexibility, a more creative and effective resolu- 
tion of these circumstances is likely to be found. Af 
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The City's Objectives 


From an analysis of the City's present management mechanisms, 
there appear to be four major management objectives. They can be 
deduced from the Charter and present City operations and are stated 
as follows: 


- Provide extensive citizen participation in the policy-making 
and administration of City departments through boards and com- 
missions. 


- Provide strict accountability of all local revenues and expendi- 
tures through an independent Controller and a line-item budget. 
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- Provide for a broad diffusion of power through commissions, the 
CAO, and limitations upon the administrative interference of the 
Mayor and the Board of Supervisors. 


* Encourage intragovernmental coordination in the planning and 
programming of capital improvements. 


The City's management objectives are established by Charter and 
tradition, They are unlikely to change dramatically in the coming years. 
None of these objectives conflicts directly with the federal objectives, 
but there are areas where a certain tension exists between them, Most 
important is the tension between the City's objective of providing a 
broad diffusion of administrative responsibility and the general tendency of 
federal” management_programs to.emphasize the Tesponsibilities of the 
Chief executive. The Mayor of San Francisco has the Charter responsi- 
“bility-of enforcing cooperation among City agencies and of preparing 
the annual budget although he cannot direct the administration of 
individual departments. In the areas of both cooperation and budgeting 
the Mayor of San Francisco has committed himself to working toward 
certain management reforms. The Mayor is committed to providing 
leadership and effecting local coordination in key areas; however, the 
Mayor cannot be expected to assume actual administrative responsi- 
bility for the expenditure of such funds. Federal agencies need to be 
aware of this constraint. 


The City's objective of providing strict accountabiliiy of funds 
through a line item budget contrasts somewhat from the programming 
emphasis of new federal! directions. At this time the City is contem- 
plating developing some form of program budgeting to supplement the 
line item budget. Various City departments are also experiment ing 
with more sophisticated management reporting and planning systems 
such as the use of detailed work programs to project the coming year's 
work load and budget. With the Charter requirement that the City main- 
tain a line item budget, action in this area is likely to be slow. 


The City objective regarding the development of a long-range 
Capital Improvement Program is consistent with the federal objective 
for improving management capabilities, 
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In summary, it should be clear that the City and County of San 
Francisco and the federal government come to the issue of management 
reform from somewhat different places. Both have somewhat different 
objectives, and while they do not conflict with one another, they do 
have different emphases. There are deficiencies in the way both the 
local government and the federal government seek to achieve their 
objectives, 


This report has identified the present management procedures of 
the City and the new programs sponsored by the federal government. 


It has suggested ways in which the City can better meet its own objec- 


tives and how it can take best advantage of federal programs. This 
report has also indicated some of the constraints within which the City 
Operates and ways in which federal regulations could be changed to 
suit local needs better. 


There should be no question that the new emphasis of federal pro- 
grams on improved local management is likely to continue. 


However, local management programs are dependent upon the 
degree to which federal agencies are willing to actually relinquish 
program decision-making and the degree to which federal policies and 
legislation permit the consolidation of existing categorical programs, 
To date it has not been clear that the agencies are willing to relinquish 
that responsibility, and federal legislation has been minimal. If local 
governments are to take on increasing responsibilities for programming 
federal assistance, then the administrative responsibility of federal 
agencies should diminish. To date federal officials have continued to 
be fully involved in the review and approval of local grant applications 


and program activities. Unless federal staffs actually turn over a fair ~~ 


Portion of the decision-making responsibilities to local governments, 
/ the new management programs will only add an additional layer of local” 
bureaucracy. 
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The number of categorical programs should be reduced and put in 
flexible packages at a comparable level of funding. To an extent this 
can be achieved through administrative arrangements within federal 
agencies. To be complete, legislation is required. If categorical 
programs are not consolidated, or greater flexibility is not built into 
the use of those programs, then improved local programming capabilities 
only will be frustrated in attempting to better utilize federal money at 
the local level. San Francisco is in a good position to begin taking 
advantage of new revenue sharing programs, Certain local efforts to 
adapt to the new circumstances are still required and should be accom- 
panied by cooperative efforts and financial assistance from federal 
agencies. The City needs to continue working internally as well as 
pressing for changes in federal procedures and regulations. 
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